
CONCEPTUAL APPROACH FOR SELECTION OF
THE PREFERRED PROGRAMMATIC ALTERNATIVE

INTRODUCTION

Selecting the preferred programmatic alternative will be difficult due to the enormous amount of
information that must be considered. This paper proposes the use of a series of matrices to
summarize the most important information needed to make that selection.

Ultimately, decision-makers would be provided with a matrix (decision matrix) similar to
Attachment A containing information on how alternatives perform on key issues of interest. The
decision matrix will be developed using several supporting matrices containing more detailed
information. These supporting matrices will provide a well documented "paper trail" which
explain how results were derived.

USING THE DECISION MATRIX

The d~cision matrix contains a summary of the most important information needed for selection
of a preferred programmatic alternative. The matrix would be used to compare alternatives in one
easily understood display. For each alternative (row), the decision matrix would indicate how it
is judged to perform with respect to the most important information (column). The more
completely filled circles would show where an alternative is expected to perform more favorably
with respect to an issue.

These comparisons would allow decision makers to:

I. Eliminate alternatives that perform relatively poorly;

2. Emphasize alternatives that perform relatively well; and

3. Focus their selection on a common set of issues and comparisons.

For the example shown in Attachment A, the most important information is presented in two
groups of colunms. The first group of columns, titled "Consistency with Program Goals" would
present information on the consistency of the alternatives with the program goals. The second
group of columns refers to the program’s solution principles. It would present information on the
ability of the alternatives to meet the solution principles.

USING THE SUPPORTING MATRICES

Before the decision matrix can be developed, several supporting matrices containing more
detailed information will need to be created (Figure 1). In general, results fi:om a supporting
matrix would be summarized. Summarized information fi:om various supporting matrices would
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then be combined to form the matrix at the next higher level. This process would continue until
the decision matrix is completed.

In addition, full documentation of an altemative’s performance would be available in a database.
This database may include technical and scientific data, meeting notes, modeling results, memos
documenting rationale, etc.

The information presented in the supporting matrices would be predicated on the selection of
īnformation topics for the decision matrix. For Attachment B, the supporting matrices would be
used to identify each alternative’s:

¯ ability to meet specific program objectives. This information will be generated from the
programmatic environmental impact analysis in the EIR/EIS.

¯ potential to result in significant adverse environmental impacts.

¯ consistency with the program’s solution principles. This information will be generated by
convening a team of informed resources interests to use their professional experience in

’ iudging the consistency of each alternative with the solution principles.

Figure 1. Decision Matrix and Supporting Matrices

."~’1~::,,~_~’~:,:~°

Database Contains:
¯ Objectives
¯ Impacts
¯ Solution Principles
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EXAMPLE

Let’s assume that the information needed for water quality (program’s objectives) are displayed
in the decision matrix (Attachment B). Indicators of performance of each alternative appear in

the columns below each objective. To understand how the performance information in the
decision matrix came about, turn to the supporting matrix (Attachment C). The supporting matrix
identifies all the assessment variables (columns) of interest with respect to the drinking water
quality objective, and how well each alternative (row) performs with respect to each assessment
variable. An evaluation summary for the drinking water quality assessment variables is depicted
in the last column. It is the information in this summary column which is then depicted in the
drinking water column of the decision matrix.

NEXT STEPS

Additional work is needed to develop the framework of the decision and supporting matrices.
CALFED staff will need to start working with agencies and stakeholders to define which
information should be included to allow a selection of a preferred alternative. CALFED staff
will also work with agencies and stakeholders to define which information should be included in
the supporting matrices as backup to the final decision.
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